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The Children's Art Carnival Creativengeading Program, a
motivational program'th;ough the'nedium of art which was on its
second year of Title I fundiné in 1975476, was designed to.
service 210 Title I eligible children in grades 2 to 5 who were

at least one grade below in reading. The Program was offered in

-

. "} ,'two independent 18 week sessions, eafh servicing three groups

A

of approximately 35 children from six participating schoolS°

P.S.98M, P.S.161M, and P.S.126BK in Fall 1975 and P.S.8BK,

P.S.132M, and P.S.161# in Spring 1976, The children attended:
. workshops at the Art Carnival for dne hour on Tuesdays andw

. Thursdays and received 45 minutes of reading instruction from

A -

the reading specialists at the school site on_ two other days of

the week. Each child secured a total of 210 minhtes per week of

instruction. The basic goal of the Program was-to help the
.children achieve mastery of selected instructioral objectives
based on individually diagnosed reading needs, which they failcd
prior té instruction, as measured by a battery of criterion—
referenced tests, the McGraw Hill: ”reqcrintiée Reading
Inventory (PRI)

Instructional!Activitie§

The €hildren's Art Carnival provided a highly individualized
reading progranm related to each child's developmental pattern as

evidenced in the art workshops. The children involved in the

P

expressive process of the arts;i. e.,printmaking, puppétry, ceramics,

. =
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painting, and animated films, were motivated .and confident in
”~

séeking to communicate and in“gbsorﬁing information from the

£

written word, The reading and art activities were designed to

~.
N . \ . ~.

@ A 3 » .
reinforce experiences at the-Art Carhival and at the school site,
..... £ S

Instruction was sequential and was flexibly scheduled individually
to meet each ghild's neédélas¢measureh by, the McGray Hill:

< (SN | ; :
Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI).

-

The Staff 0

The eight (8) member pfogram staff consisted of a coordinator,
T S »eoo F
two reading specialists, and five artist-teachers, -?

. .

. g ' :
The full-time coordinator organized pre-planned §taff orientation;
) e Fyl :
supervised and observed'Ti61e~1j§b<§9nge1;g¢6ordinatgd workshops, -open
K ‘w’ - . ‘ N . ;‘
house activities, and staff meetings; relatgd\gggéiigééam to tbe

Parent Advisory-Council; and'cdorQinaEéd Srgﬁs,aﬁpFOpriate to ..

-

the administration of the Program at the Children's Art Carnival

which is located at®(? Hamilton Terrac®e in Central Harlen.- 
The reading speci:?’-ts worked twn days a wekk at the Art

Carnival and three dayc = w:ekiat thé schcol! cites. At the Carnival,

they encouraged the punils to choose art activities suited to their

needs; assisted the pupils in writing poems,'scripts,“éharacggg
» o N

descriptions, and plays©elicited from ipnediate experiences ;E:tﬁg

workshops and freom selected nateria%s at the Art Carnival Story>Room

(Center Library); déﬁelcped and prepared teaching materials; maintained

PR ™ - A
on-going records of pupils' progress; and asgisted artist-teachers in
et . , FE T SR

integrating art-to-léﬂéuggg'commu:ication skills., At the school sites,-
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they were actively involved in the implementation of vatibns teaching

procedures and held consultations with teachers, counselors,

B
b

- . 1
assistant principals, and parents, LAV

.

The artist~teachers, who are speC1alist£;in prigt—~naking puppetry,

painting, filn-making, and ceramics, taught 3 cne hcﬁ% warkshops: 2vdavs a

- Ed

week, They prepared and"cleanéd'the workshops, notédwdeveIOpments as

each child becene involved in activities, developed vncabulaty and

’. - ""

comprehension skills in -cooperaticn with the reading specialists, and

participated in weekly psychological-staff meetlngs., “J

Prqgram Participants

Two hundred and ten (210) Title I elipible cniiéran_teading'nna or
- more years below their grade l:vel were selected to participate in the
Program. There were 35 grade 3 pupils at P.S.161M, 35 grade‘l.n&?ils at
P.S.98M, and 35 grade & pupils at P.S.126BX in F211 1975; and 35 grade ,
5 pupils at P.S.132M, 35 grade 5 pupils at P.S,161M, and 35 grades 2
through 5 at P.S.8BK in Spring 1976. This represents one hundred :}:

percent (100%) impleneut"*iwn of the Progran during the schonl year

1975-76. .

IT EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Prosram Obje~tive

The basic objective of the Progranm was to help pupils achicve »
mastery cof instructional objectives in reading which they fail prior
to instruction as neasured by the criterion-refercnced test, the
McGraw Hill: Prescriptive Reading invantory (PRI) within the

eichtaen (18) week session,



Progran Objectives, Instruments, and Methodology

The objectives, instruments,and methodology are quoted from
thé July 1975 Evaluation Design prepared by the Office of
Educational Evaluation.l
Evaluation Objective #1: To determine if, as a result of parti-
cipating in the program, 70 percent of the pupils master at

least three instructional objectives which prior to the program
they did not naster,

Inscrunents and Methods. All participants will be administered,
as a pretest, selected criterion-referenced tests from the FRI to
ascertain individual instructional objectives for each pupil. For
.each instructional objective diagnosed as requiring remediation,
as determined by pretest failure, a post-test ill be adninis-
tered on an individual basis after an appropriate interval of
instruction. For each instructional objective, results of passing
and failing in both the pretest and pnst-test will be recorded’
on the Class Evaluation Record (C.E.R.).

Data wili be 2nalyzed and presented in tabular form ascertain-
ing the percentage of participents denonstrating nastery or non-
nastery of each instructional objective (according to the State
Education Departnent’s classiiication svsten) at initial testing
and final testing.

Instrument?: The McfOraw Hill~Prescriptive Reading Inventory
(PRI) is designed to ‘iagnosc the readine behavior of individual
students and to provide information that can bo used to reinforce,
renediate, or supnleiten” “thelr reading developrient,

As a batterv of crv*ﬁriou ceforenced ter3s, the PRI evaluates
each student's nastety of sclecced objecti.:u, namaly; (L) recogni-
tion of sound and symbol, (2)phoniz ai-ivsis, (3)stiuctural
analysis, (4)translation, (5)literal comprebe“ ion, (6)interpretive
ccu.orehansion, ~nd (7)critical comprehension.>

—

l:1iien Poth. Cixidren’s Art Caraivel. Evaluation Design, B/E
#09-69635, FErookiyn, W.Y,:0ffice of Educational Evaluation.l1975,

2McGraw 1*11 T'¢=scr:I.pt1ve Reading Inventory Exaniner's Manvel
California: CIi/MeGraw Hill, 1972,

3McGraﬁ Hill: Preczcriptive Reading; Irventory Individual Dinpnostic
Map. California: CTB/McGraw hHill. 1974,




\ Evaluation Objective #2: To deternine, as a result of
rticipation in the program the extent to which pupils demonstrate
stery of instructional objectives.

}

‘ Ingtruments and Metheds. The PRI instrunentation and.
-ocedures for pretesting and post-testins are exactly the same
; in the implementation of Evaluation Objective #1. '

: Data will be analyzed and presented in narrative and
abular form to ascertain each of the following:

) The distributicn of pupils failing to demonstrate nastery
prior to instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction
to receive the post-test, '

) The distribution of pupils demcnstrating mastery of objectives
prior to instruction,

) The distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction
¥y instructional objectives, '

) The distribution of the number of objectives nastered as a
result of instruction.

1) The distribution of percentame of pupils achieving various
levels of mastery of instructional objectives.

Evaluation Objective #3: T- doterpine the extent to which
the program, as actuaiiy carried out, coincided with the program
ag cescribed in the Project Vropouszle

Methods. A comnnravive dJescriptive annlysis based upon
sn-cite visits and inte. ‘s with staff and pupils conducted by
the evalustor—consultan® ..~ coneidered in 4:t oninine any discrepancies
between the proizct proposal and ‘he proaran Japlementation.

Selsction of Particinnnts

v ==
g

/ . . . . . s
/  The variabt’es considered iu the selection of the participating

Py
urils atternding Title I schools were the results of the Metropolitan
Adhievement Test (lew York Reading Test); recomnmendations of teachers,
N
guidance counselors, principals, and parents; and the willingness

of the classroonm teacher to travel with rhe pupils to thes Art

Carnival.

O
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Data Collection

| Tﬂe PRI pre/ post tests were administered to the 1975 Fail
Seszior participating pupils during the week of September 29, 1975
und the week of January 12, 1976. The PRI pre/ post tests were
administered to the 1976 Spring Session participating pupils
during the week of February 2, 1976 and during the week of May
17, 1976,

The evaluator-consultant completed three half-day visits

at the Art Carnival on October 7, November 18, and December 16, 1975.
There were whole day sets of visits at P.S. 98 and 126 on December
5, 1975; at F.%.8 and P.S.161 on March 24, 1976; and at P.S. 8 and
P.S5.132 on March 26, 1976, TInformation about the various activities
and fesponsibilities of the staff were gathered through interviews,
conferences, and perusal of records on September 30, 1975, October
7. 1975 and May 28, 1976, A review of the Evaltation Report for
thé School Year 1974~75 gave the evaluator-conéultant an insight
into the first year of o ~tion of the [yogram.l

Limication Imposed on Eval.:raiion - .ncedures

It should be uoted that the Progranm's 1211 Session was for
over a sixteen (36) «aok period instead of the originally planned
elLpiit en week povioi, due to the city-wide teachers' strike of

¢_..wember 1975,

L

1 Carolyn.N. Hedley. Creative Reading Program at the Children's Art
Carnival, Title I B/E Function #09-59635., Brooklyn, New

Yorw: Office of Educational Evaluation., 1974-75,

i
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III FINDINGS \ /
A

The specific observations and findings presented in this
section are based on test results, on-site visits to participat-
ing schools and the Childrens' Art Carnival, and interviews
and conferences with the staff'and collaborative personnel,

Findings

Evaluation Objective # 1: To determine if, as a result of
participating in the program, 70% of the pupils master at least
three instructional objectives which prior to the progran they
did not master, '

Table 1 presents the '"head" count of students who nastered
the PRI instructional objectives as indicated in the Clincg
Evaluation Records (CER).

Table 1

Number end Percentage of Participents Demonstrating Mastery
of Instructional Objectives After Instruction, 1975-76

Number of Objectives - No, of Percentage
Mastercd Pupils of Pupils
Grade 3 (N=34)
Fall 1975 0-2 5 - 15%
3-1u 29 85%
. 11-16 0 0%
Grade 4 (N=(02)
Fall 1975 0-2 12 207
: 3-70 50 807
11-Z0 0 0%
Grades 2 & 3 (Na=24) '
Suriae 1976 0-2 1 4%
3-11 23 967
12~16 0 0%
Grade 4 & 5 (N=73)
Spring 1975 0-2 2 3%
3-10 71 97%
11-20 0 0%



During the Fall session, 34 Grade 3 and 62 Grade 4 pupilé,
a total of 96 children attended workshops ét the Art Carnival
and received reading instruction from the reading specialists,
Eighty-fiv: (85%) of the Grade 3 and 80% of the Grade 4 par-—
ticipating pupils mastered more than three PRI instructional
objectives,

Duriny fhe Spring session, 19 Grade 2 and 5 Grade 3 pupils
and 4 Grade 4 and 69 Grade 5 pupils, a total of 97 pupils attended
the workshops at the Art Carnival and received reading instructicn
from the reading specialists at the‘school—sites, Ninety-six (96%)
~of Grades 2 and 3 pupils and 977 of the Grades 4 and 5 pupils
mastered more than three PRI instructional objectives,

The findines indicate that evaluation objective #1 has been
achieved for more than 707 of the nupils mastered more than three
instructional objectives which p:sior to the program they did not
master,

AN
Evaluation Objective #2: To determine, as a result of parti--

cipation in the program ti.» extent to which pupils demonstrate
mastery of instructional objectiv=zs,

It was noted that the SED classification is too broad for
the 7RI instruv~ticnal objectives which are definitive, The PRI
objzetives lose their specificity and identity in the broad context
of the S5ED classification, e.wn,: 2207 SED which is the code for
"wowele: more than one letter" is supposed to include four PRI
objectives, namely; silent vewels, varizant vowels-sounds y,

variant vowels-sounds r controlled, and phonetic parts-variant



sounds. It should also be noted that five Grade 5 pupils were
additionally tested with PRI level C because they indicated
mastery of some objectives bevond PRI level B,

It is further noted that MIR Table 13 does not allow for
entry of the number of students in an individualized reading
program who failed in the pre-test and were given instruction
and the number of pupils who failed in the pre-test and were
not given instruction., The data from MIR Table 13 does not sive
a precise indication of the effectiveness of an individualized
instructional program, Data annlyses of MIE Table 13 would
not cross-check with Table 2C which indicates the distribution
of pupil nmastery by instructional objectives as a result of
instyruction.

Takle 2 A shows the distribution of rupil non-mastery on
nsre-~test and no posttest follow-up. The data indicate that:

1. Anong the 34 Grade 3, ¥Fall 1975 rupile-
50% fatled 9 to 12 PRI objoctives,
35% failed ¥ o 8 PRI objectives,
12% failed 13 to 16 PRI nljectives, and
37 failed O to 4 PLT objectivers.
2. aAnon; the 24 Grades 2 and 3, Sprine 1.7 pupils-
377 failed 7 to 12 PRI objectives,
177 failed 5 to B objectives,
46% failed 13 to 15 PRI objectives,. and
7 F21iled 0 to 4 ¥2T objectives.
3. Anons the 5% Grade 4, Tall 1675 pupils-
4u,/ failed 13 to 16 VLT objectives,
327 failed 17 to 20 PRI ol jectives,
217 failed 9 to 12 objectives,

77 failed 5 to 8 objectives, and
0% failed O to 4 PRI objectives,

-
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4, Arong the 73 Grades 4 and 5 Snring, 1076 pupils-
18% failed 13 to 16 TRT ohjectives,
117% failed 17 te 20 PRI ~hjectives,
33% failed 9 tn 12 PRI chijectives,
33% failed 5 t» &§ PRI objectives, and
5% failed 0 tn 4 PRI nhjectives.

Table 2B shows the Aistribution of puril nostery of instruc-
ticnal objactives prior to instructicon., The data inlicate that:

1, Arenp, the 34 Grade 3, Tall 1375 punils-
53% niastered 267 to 50% of the 16 PRI ~“jectives
26% nastered 517 to 757 of the 16 PRI nhjectives,
7217 rastered 07 to 25% of the 16 PRI ohjectives, and
07 nastered 767 to 1097,
2. Among the 62 Grade 4, Fall 1575 punrils-
407 mastered 26% to S0Y of the 20 PRI objectives.
. 157 nastere? 517 to 75% of the 20 PRI cohjectives.
457 nastered 07 to 257 of the 20 PRI chjectives, and
N7 masterad 767 to 107%Z of the 20 PRI obhjectives.
3. nmeng the 24 Grades 2 and 3, Spring 1775 »nunils-
47 -ngtered 267 to 517 ~f the 14 PRI ohjectives,
17% msstered 517 to~ 75% of the 16 7RI objectives,
4197 mastered N7 to 257 of the 16 PRI nhjectives, and
N7 rastared 77 to 1007,
4, Anne the 73 Graldzs 4 and 5, Spring 1776 »~unils-
IN7 nastared 267 tn 507 of the 2N PRI ohjectives,
449 mastered 517 to 757 of the 20 PRI ohjectives,
187 mnstured 77 to 257 of the 20 PRI nabjectives,
(Y mastare® 797 to 1007 af the 20 PRI objectives,

Tahle 2 C shos t- listributi-n of »unil nastery hy instrue-
ti-n"l nhjective a3 a rosuit ~f instructinn, The data indicated that:
1. There was uastoery ~f atjectives anonyg the Grade 3, Fall 1775
wunilay 1077 for 21N2 on' 2477, 47 far 2304 and 24671, 927 for 2104,
R0 For 2606, A5 for 2970, 027 for 2106, 707 for 2408, 757 for 2205
and 2473, 607 far 2411, 477 for 2404, 47 for 2177, HN7 for 2407,
and 4% for 2105,

7, There was nastary of ~“jeetiv:s anen the Grade 4, "all 1775 -upils;
177 for 2373 ant 2412, S47 frr 2476, 07 for 2101, A2V far 2119,
AN for 2205, 702 far 2905, 730 for 24601, 477 for 2107, ant 2374,
ARG Lo 2106, 80% Tor 2107, 537 far 2172 apd 2104, 577 for 2204
1/\

O 14
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and 2404, 457 for 2411, and 07 for 2403, 2408, and 2409,
There was nastery of objectives amon; the Grades 2 and 3, Spring
1976 pupils; 100% for 2304, 94% for 2401, 37% for 2107, 867 for
2406 and 2412, 827 for 2106 and 2411,.732'f;r 2205, 71% for 2404,
70% for 2102, 67% for 2105 and 2303, 65% for 2403, 567 for 2104,
53% for 2408, ond 37% for 2409,
There was mastery of objectives among the Grades 4 and 5, Spring
1976 pupils; 1007 for 2101 and 2303, 96% for 2110, 95% for 2205,
927 for 2107, 917 for 2305, 89% for 2102 and 2104, 377 for
2304 zand 2424, 85% for 2412, 53% for 2409, 89% for 2106, 75% for
2401, 727 for 2206, 707 for 2403, 687 for 2406, 61% for 2411,
607 for 2408, -1 557 for 7100,
Toble 2 D shows the distribution »f the number of instructional
objectives>m;stered after instructién. The data indicate that:
1. Anong the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils;
327 mastered 3 to 4 abjectives and 5 to 6 objectives, 157
mastered 7 to O ghﬁactivcs,ILZZ nasterel 1 to 2 objectives,
5 7 mastered 9 to 1N objectives, and 37 nastered 0 objectives,
2. aAmonp the 62 Grade 4, Fall 1675 puvnils;
327 nastered 5 to A objectives, 277 nastered 3 to 4 objectives,
157 masterel 7 tn & nljectives, 157 mastered 1 ro 2 objectives,
37 mastered 9 to 10 abjectives, and 57 mastered O objectives,
3. Amin the 24 Crades 2 and 3, Spring 1076 pﬁpils;
347 nnstered 7 to 8 objectives, 3407 mesterad 5 to 6 objectives,
127 ~stered 9 to 19 objectives, UV nastered 3 to 4 objectives,

and 47 mastered boto 3 objecitives oot 1L A iectives,

11
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TABLE 2 A

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POSTTEST
FOLLOW-UP, 1975-76

“ No. of Instructional No., of Pupils Fercentage of Pupils
Objectives Failed © Who Failed Who Failed
Grade 3 (N=34)
Fal: 1975
13-16 4 12%
9-12 17 507
5- 8 12 5%
0- 4 1 37
Grade 4 (N=6.)
Fall 1975 @
17-20 20 327
13-1¢ 25 40%
5-12 13 217
5- 8 4 77

0~ 4 0 o7,

Grades 2 & 3 (1=24)
Spring 19756

13-16 11 463
9-12 9 37%
5- 3 4 17%
0- 4 0 0

Crades 4 & 5 (N=73)
Spring 1976

17-20 3 117
13-16 13 147
9..12 24 3
5- 8 24 337
D 4 4 P

12
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TABLE 2 B

DISTRIBUTION OF PU?IL MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES PRIOR
TO INSTRUCTION, 1975-76

Percentage of Mastery Number of Percentage
of Instructional Objectives Pupits of Pupils

" Grade 3, Fall 1975

(M=34)
76 - 100% (13-1€) 0 07
51 -~ 75% ( 9-12) 9 26%
26 = 50% ( 5= 8) 18 534
0~ 254 ( 0~ &) 7 217
Grade 4, ¥all 1976
(N=52)
76 = 100% (16=20) 0 07
51 - 75% (1i-15) 9 157
26 - 50% ( 6-17) 25 407
0 - 25% ( 0~ 95) 28 457,
Grades 2 & 3, Spring 1970
(¥=24)
76 - 1004 (13-163 0 07
51 - 754 ( 9-12) 4 177,
25 - 557 ( 5= 8) 3 347
D= 25 (0= 4) 12 497
Grrdes 4 & 5, Spring 175
(.=73)
76 ~ 100% (1.1=20) 4 67,
51 - 75% (11-13) 34 467
26 = S07 ( 6-19) 22 ' 307
9 - 257 ( 0~ 5) 13 157%

13

[
-~




TABLE 2 C

DYSTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIOWAL OBJECTIVE AS A

.- RESULT OF INSTRYCTION, 1975-76
Instructional Ratio of # Pupils Achieving/ Percentage
Objectives # Pupils Attompting Mastery of Mastery
Grade 3

Fall 1975 2102 07/07 100%

2104 13/12 92%

2105 04/19 40%

2106 15722 827

2147 20122 4%

2205 C3/9%4 757

2303 05/06 83%

2304 15/16 94%

2401 16/17 947

2403 12/1% 757

2604 04/06 677

- 240¢ 17/20 65%

2403 15/15 ‘ ' 79%

2409 - 06/10 60%

2411 11/15 69%

2412 14/14 100%

Grade 4

Fall 1975 2101 36740 90%

2102 13/1° 5372

2104 10,19 5%

2106 5557 : 667

2167 25747 50%

2109 01L/03 677%

2110 27733 52%

2203 n3/10 80%

2206 i3/04 » 507

2303 0z /02 100%

2304 22/33 677

2305 15/19 79%

2°01 0o/l . 7137

2403 on/01 - 0%

2406 15/30 507,

2406 45/51 947

2208 00/c0 )4

2409 00/00 Z

2411 19,42 457

2hi2 01/01 100%

14
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5 TABLE 2 C (continued).

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A
RESULT OF INSTRUCTION, 1975-76

'Y .
Instructionad Katio of ff Pupils Achieving/ Percentage *
Objectives . # Pupils Attefapting Mastery - of Mastery N
Grades 2 & 3 k‘\ﬁ»
8pring 1976 -
: 2102 ‘ 07/10 ) " 70% -
2104 09/16 T L 56%
2105 08/12 67%
2106 R TYA Y A 82%
2107 p 13/15 . . 87%
2205 08/11 ' 73%
2303 : 06/09 67%
2304 .- 07/07 100%
2401 ' 15/16 947,
24,03 11/17 _ 65%
2404 05/067 : e 717
2406 97220 867
2408 L 0871570 | 537
, 2409 03/08" 37%
2411 : n9/11 N 82
2412 i 19/22 : 867%
Crades 4 & 5
Spring 1976 .
2101 .o3e/30 TR 100%
2102 ) 25/28 - N 89
2104 .Y 25/23 L 8e
2106 . 25/35 4 80%
2107 GGl ) 92%
2159 20/36 : 55%
2110 22/23 - ' 967
2265 : 19/20 ' 5% A
2216 26 6 4 729
23.3 C87 08 100%
2304 . 07/08 87%
. 2305 - 21723, 91%
2401 56108 ‘ p 757
2403 S 19/27 70%
2604 14/34 ’ . 877
2406 32/47 687
2403 18730 . 607,
2409 15/18 837
2411 ©19/31 617 o
2412 =33/ ‘ 857 R
Loy 3 : & A
" ;) N . ) '
s
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e . TABLE 2 D ;?ﬁ

DISTRIBUTION OF THE L NUMBER OF IVSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES MASTERED
AFTFR INSTRUCTION 1975~ 76*

“

@& i
No. of Imstructional: No. of Pupils... - Percentage
) Objectives Mastered . \ - S . " of Pupils
Grade 3, Fall 1975 . Sy g
(N=34) ol B ' o
0 I AN - i 37
1-2 4 ' 12%
3 -4 11 32%
-~ 5 -6 11 32%
7 -8 "5 15%
9 -10 2 . ¢ 6%
11 -16 0 . 0%
‘ . . . }—~a\,
Grade 4, Fall 1975 ‘ " -
(N=62) .
0 - X 3 5%
1-2 - 9 15%
3 -4 . 17 277
5 -6 0 20 32%
.(3- 8 1§ - 18%
. 2 é" . 2 ¥ M 37
}11 -20, o 0 - . . 0%
Grades 2 & 3, Sprinn 1976 © ¥
(1‘1—24) . i
0 . 0 X
1-2 .~ 1 -~
3 -4 2
. 5 -5 8 I
7 -8 9 ‘
-  9.el0 3
¢ 11 - 1 .
T 12 =20 0 n
Grades 4 & 5, Spring 1976
(.173) .
:F* 0. b 0%
1 -2 2 3%
3 -4 9 127
. 5-6 33 457,
2 7 -8 23 32%
9 -10 6 7
< 11 =20 0 . 0%
[
. 16
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TABLE 2 E

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING .VARIOUS LEVELS
OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES, 1975-76

Percentage of Mastery of
Instructional Objectives No, of Pupils Percentage
(# of Objectives Achieved/ of Pupils
# of Objectives Attempted) '

Grade 3 ~ Fall 1975

(N=34) 90~1007% 14 41%
80-89 % 4 11%
70-79 % 6 17%
60-69 % 3 8%
30-59 % 2 5%
40-49 7 2 5%
30-39 % 3 . 8%
20~29 7 0 : 0%
10-19 7 0 0%
0-9 7% 2 5%
Grade 4 - Fall 1975 -,
(N=62) 90-100% 22 347,
80-89 7% 11 18%
70-79 7 7 127
60~-69 7 8 137
=59 % 2 3%
40-4¢ 7 0 0%
30-39 7 2 3%
20--25 % 4 7%
10-19 % 4 77
G- 9 7 2 37
Grades 2 & 3 ~ Spring 1976
(N=24) 90-100% 3 347
- e 36=-C3 7% 5 217,
>- . 70-79 4 3 127
o 60-69 7 5 217
50-5% 7 1 47
4045 7, 1 47
30-35 7% 1 47
20-25 7 0 0%
10-19 7 9 0%
4 D=9 0 0%
- Grade 5 ~ Spring 1276
(N=73) . 90-102% 26 367%
~ 80-89 % 23 32%
70-79 / 11 157
60--69 7 6 37
50-59 % 2 37
40-49 % _ 4 57
. 30-39 7 0 0%
20-29 7 1 17
16-19 7% o) 0%
0- 9 2 ¢ 0%
.17
o . 21
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4, Among the 73 Grades 4 and 5, Spring 1976 pupils; 457% mastered
5to 6 objectives; 327 mastered 7 to 8 objectives, 127 mastered
3 to 4 objectives, 8% mastered 9 to 10 objectives, and 3%
nastered 1 to-2 objectives,

Table 2 E shows the distribution of percentage of pupils
achieving various levels of mustery of instructional objectives,
The data indicate that:

1, Among the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 bupils, that 697 of the pupils
achieved 70% to 100% of objectives,

2. Among the 62 Grade 4, Fall 1975 pupiis, 64% of the pupils
achieved 707 to 1007 mzstery of objecrives,

3. Amcag the 24 Grades Z and 3, Spriag 1576 pupils, G67% of the
pupils achieved 70% to 1007 mastir of objectives.

4, Among the 73 Grades 4 and 5, Spring 1976 pupils, 637 of the
pupils achieved 70% to 100% mastery of objectives.

Evaluation Objective #3: To determine +he extent to which
program, as actually carriled out, cohinciced with the program
&3 described i? the nroject proposal,

On-site visits and observations, inicrviews and conferences
with the stoif and povsonnel at the Childrens' Art Cornival and
at the participating schools revealed that the Propram was

carried out as described in the Proposal., It was noted that:

- The project coordinator and the stoff werec very supportive
of the Program.

- The job description of the staff differentiated respon-
sibilities of the personnel.

- The children 2pneared delighted to be in the Art Caraival
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and ehjoyed participating ip all the activities,

- The children who were involve:l in the personally expressive
program progressed from a nou-participant to an active parti-
cipant in the workshops and in small group activities.

—~ Absence of the children at tbe Art Carnival was nil and absence
at the small group meet gz was minimal,

- Creative work of the children were displaved. Children produced
puppets, poems, stories, paintings, prints, pottery, and
animated films,

- The children worked on reading and cormunication skill-
oriented activities in small groups at the school sites,
The activitles were predicated on art experiences at the
Childrens' Art Carnival,

~ There was pervasive staff interaction and high staff morale.
The enthusiasn was carried through by the participating class~
room teachers and the reading specinlists into the classroocms,

- Library resources were tripled by donations from McGraw~Hili
and Random House Publishers and from the Museum of Modern Art,

=~ Instructional materials at the Art Carnival which were used
by the particpating pupils were partly funded by Title I
and by the Childrens' Art Carnival,

- Some district administrators hal requested for school participation
in the progran,

~ There were excellent teaching materizls prepared by the reading
[ spacialists,

=~ Sone school personnel did not seenn to fullvy understand the

~

soals and logistics ~Z the procran,

- a preat deal of internal evaluation was purformed by the
nttlse teachers and rea'ing snecialists, They used logs and
vedeo~-tanes to anclyze teacher-pupil perforrances,

- Oncd: 2" week, the staff of the propram and the Staff of psycho-
lozists from the City University of New Tork met to discuss
the childrens' problems, growth, and developnent,

There was a Jiscrepanecy between the grade levels desig-

natzd in the Proposal and implecented in the Program, The
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Proposal designated participant® from target schools; P.S.

8, C.S.77, P,S.98, P,S,123, and P.S.186. The Propgram was

implemented at 7yS.5, P.S,98, P.S.126, »,5,132, aﬁd P.S.161, R
The severe budget réﬁuétions had resulted in a-iarge éCalei

reorganization of schools and classrooms, to which the Progran

had to 3da?t. The total budget for the school year 1975-76

including direct costs was $100,100,00, This represented a per

pupil cost of $491.00 in 2911-1975 and $477,00 in Spring 1976

based upon a populatiocn of 192 in Fall and 105 in Spring.

Program Innlementation 3ased on Prior Recommendations

>

The comnents on the ten recormendations stated in the Hedley
rReport of Schuol Year 1974-~75 were based on observations, inter-
views, conferences, and a stuly of the 1575-76 Project Propesal,

Recommendation #1: The supplementary services as available to
the schoois the previous year (1974-73) had been maincained.
Budzetary limitations dil not pernit writing it in the Proposal,

Recommendation #2: Ta¢ children should not be hr-ught from lonr,
listances, over 20 ninutes to 2 half heour, teo the Carnival,

Liniting the distance allowable for children to come to the
Art Cornival had been rejected. The restriction would deprive
potentizl participants beyond a 20 mile commutation time from
the benefits of a Title I nrogram to which they wure lepally entitled,
Recormendatinns #3 and #4: More liaisow work with the schoals should
be lone. Culninsting activities should receive nore attention,

ixpaading public relations, Lrochure printing, «nd progran
2ctivities Leyond those enraged in during the previous year were
ust possible under the 1975~76 personnel and budgetary limitations,
Jecomnendation #5: The Prescriprive Rezling Inventory is a long
an: cumbersome test,

The replacenent of the 27 pame McGraw~-Hill-Prescriptive Reading
Tnventory as a diasnostic instrument had bHeon rejected because the
staff felt that the PRI had the best diasnostic capability for the
reading problens encountered among the participating target populztior,
2,7¢; the Stanford Diagnostic Test fails tn place students for mazimum



validity and the Pope Inventory lacks comprehengive objective
- coverage,

Recommendation #6: More parent participation should be encouraged.
Since the Parent Advisory Council requires that members be

parents of participating children, parents had been encouraged

to become actively involved. Beyond this, it can only be said

that the daytime activities of parents can not be coerced.

Recommendation #7: The call for longer teaching sessions with

one less public school tutorial session, had been rejected 'in-
terms of the limitation of the children's attention span and

the importance of the tutorial assistance. However, the recom-
mendation had been partially implemented by extending the instruc~
tional cycle from 12 to 18 week sessions. : ‘

Recommendation #8: The coll for um . -linr cvd of teaching to
help meet the evailuation deadline ia~ bein implemented, The
post testing date had buen schedule for mid-May 1974.

Recormendation #9: Supplies should be more abumdant and a greater
variety of materials should be used.
Budgetary limitations had caused rejection of the call for

the enrichment of materials at areater expense, In fact, the
Program had come to rely heavily on donations fron publishing
companies, art museums, and donaticmc of art ar? other materiala.
Recommendatioa #10: The preceding year's call for oxtending the

Program upwards to the 5th graders (age 11 or more) had been
implemented in Spring 1976,

SUMLRY 07 MAJOR FILDINGS, CONCLY 1NN, AND KLCOIMMENDATIONS

There was unanimous endoursemneat of the Progrea:n from the
- . 1.

— .

a&miﬁistratoré; teacﬁers, siaff, and schoc™ n».rsonnel, Tect
results indicate that more than 707% of the pupils mastered
nore than three instructional objectives; that 85% of the 34
Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils mastered 3 to 10 objectives, that 8C7

of the 52 Grade 4, Tall 1975 pupils mastered 3 to 10 objectives,
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that 967 of the 24 Grades 2 and 3, Spring 1976 pupils mastered

3 to 11 objectives, and that 97% of 73 Grades 4 and 5 pupils

mastered 3 to 10 objectives, The test results also indicate that

657 of the 34 Grade 3, Fall 1975 pupils that 64% of the 62

Grade 4, Fall 1975 pupils, that 67% of 24 Grades 2 =nd 3, Spring

1576 pupils and that 83% of the f3 Grades 4 and 5, 1976 Spring

pupils had achieved 707 to 107% mastery of objectives.,
It can be condluded that the Propram was able to achieve

its objective,

. M tha basis of the findinﬂs; it is recormended that:

1. The prograﬁ e recycled and expan:led for the school year
1976-77,

2, Provision Le made for encouraging library resources and
instructional materials support from donors in view of
budgetary limitations,

" services of the Pcvcho-educational Team be

3. TIhe “'voluntary
requested and mnade continually availahble to participating

pupils with special prokle-::.

>~

o A ilobile Art Carnmival onl/or a District Mini-‘rt Covrnival

be considered in feorthcoming proposals to allow for p:rfi—
‘. cipation of 2X1 32 Title I school districts.
Se The modification of the use.of the PRI (The Red Book, Level A
for zrades 1 to 3, contains 123 itcms covering 22 reading
ohjectives anl the Creen Book, Level B for grades 4 to 6,

contains 153 items covering 32 readins objectives are
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administered from 4 to 6 sessions for & total of 3 1/2 to 4 hours)

be

considered within the franework of the inclusion of items

exploring basic phonic and comprehension skills and the exclusion

of

6.

9.

10,

11,

other jitems,

The SED objectives be veviewed, modified, and revised by
zpanding the categories on basic phonic and comprehensive
skills to allow for diagnostic specificity of the criterlon-

referenced McGraw [i1ll: Prescriptive Reading Inventory.

. The MIR Table 13 be reviewed to allow for modification of
criterion-referenced test data entry that wou:ld indicate
parameters (extra cclurms) in assessing effectiveness of
individualized instruction; i.e.; students who fail in the
pre-test may reveive or may not receive instruction to
achieve mastery due to staff and/or time limitstions,

Sixth grade pupils He given an opportunity to be involved in
the expressive art-oriented readirg program,

The excellent staff-pfepared teaching materials be made
available to the cooperating teachers who assist in
“reinforcing the development of reading ckiils in the

classroom and who travel with the children to the Art Carnival,

The program be submitted for validatioun for state and n:x:tional
dissemination under Titiz 1V--Cat the Officzs of "Prograus That
Work" at Albany, New York and Washiagtcn, D.C.

The rrograr was designed to cerve 30 children at any one time
in the worlkshong., Currently the progran is serving 35 students.
If rossible, within curvent budpetarv rastraints, the propran
worlishops should gerve ~niv 30 children a*+ one tine,

i~
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Title I: B/E Function #09-65635
APPENDIX A
PROGRAM ABSTPACT

The Childrens' Art Carnival Creative Readiny Program, a motivational
program through the medium of art which was on its second year of Title I
funding in 1975-76, was designed to service 210 Title I eligible
children in grades 2 to 5 who were at least one grade below in reading.
The Program was offered in two independent 18 week sessions, each servicing
three groJ;s of approximately 35 children from six particinating schools;
P.S,98M,P.5.,1611,”,5.126BX, in Fall 1975 and P.S.8BK,P.S.132M,and P.S.161M
in Spring 1976. The children attended workshons at the Art Carnival for
one hour on Tuesdays and Thursdays and received 45 minutes of realing
inst;uction from the rea:iing specizlists ~t the school site on two cther
days of the weck. The basic poal of the Progran was to help the children
achieve mastery of selected instructionzl objectives based on individually
diagnosed readiny needs, which they failed pFior to instruction, as
nmeasured by a hattery of criterion?referen;ed tests, the MeGraw Hill:
Prescriptive Reading Inventory,

+5 a result of participnaticn in the ['vogram, 357 of Grade 3 and 817
of Grade 4, Tall 1975 and 9G6%Z of Crades Z .annd 377 of Grades (&5, Spring
1975 parcicipating children mastered from 3 to 10 PRI objectives. Sixty-
nine percent(697%) of Grade 3,64% of Grade 4,6770f Grzdes 2&3,and 83% of
Gracdes 4&5 participating pupils achieved 707% to 100% mastery of instruc-
tional objectives. The Program was carried out as descrited in the Program
Proposal. There was unanimous endorsement of the Program from alministrat-
ion, teachers, staff, and collaborative personn !,It is recommended th:t
the I'rogram be recycled,expanded,and submitted for walidation for state
and national dissemination under Title IV-, "Frograms that Work" at
Albany,New York and WashingtonDD.C. for the following school year.
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* OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL FVALUATION - DATA LOSS FORM FALL 1975
(attach to NARRATIVE) Functzon #19-69635

In this table enter zll Data Loss information, Between the MIR and this form, all participants in
gach activity must be cccounted for, The component and activity codes used in completion of the HIR
should be used here so that the two tables match, See definitions below tabia for further instructions,

@ ¢ 0 (3) (6)
Component  dctivity Croup Test Total Mumber  Particinants Reacons 'hy Stujents Were Nup-
Code Code %D, Usel N Tested/ = it Tested/ ot Tested, Or IF Tested, ber

pralyzed _ fnalvzel  Were Not Laalyzed

¥ X
B ]

B P PRI emotionailv unable to
6061602 720 Grade & McGraw 70 62 § 117 porticipate in nrosram 3
C , Hill left program be.vre
b B ; 1 st-*esting = moved 3 n
Lo . ! P N
N Lreen Suricys sanguaie problem
IR N.Eooved o Rlinpual class 1
AR Lyt :
S IR
6081300 720 Grade I McCraw 35 3 1 3 Moved-left prorram before I

Hill
&
_ Red b .
(1) Identify tie participants by specific grade level (e.g., prade 3, grade 9), Where siveral grades
are combined, enter the last two digits of the component code,
2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, Uouphton Mifflin (IPMS Level 1 ete,)
3) Number of participants in the activity,
4) Number of participents included in the pre and posttest calculations,
3) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyze!,
6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, If any further {ncumeatation it
availeble, please attach te this form, If further space is nceded to ¢ :2ify . wxplain data loss,
attach additional pages to this form, -
(7) TFor each reason specified, provide separcte mumber count, . o0

Past=costing
} 1

(
(
(
(
(




APPENCTX C

OFFICE, OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LOSS FORY _SPRING 1976

P

(cttach to NARRATIVE)  Function f 09-69635

In this table enter all Data Loss inforations Between the MIR and this form, all participants in each
activity must be accounted for, The component and activity codes used in completion of the MIR should be
used here so that the two tables match, Sze definitions below table for further instructions,

"- o oo @ 6

Component  {Activity. Group " Test Total Mumber  Participants Reasons Why Students Were Nimber
Code A Code | LD, CUsed | ¥ Tested] Yot Testad/ Tot Tested, Or 1 Tested,
i : ‘ Analyzed | Analvaed hare Not aualyzed
! ! , N v )
. T ; 1 ;mm‘ . g
081400172 0 'Grades EMcGrawi o7 T 9 iCame latr iato pegran- 3
: ; 4 &5 HID ! | ng tine furposttest
i | ,: ': Z ‘Truent. C 3
' \Green : . i a-inglish ‘ Q
- i { o severe lanpuaze problem, 1
. ! ! CmL | | |
6081300 720 (Crades McGraw: 25 24 S 14 4 [toved before post-testing: 1
T ! | | |
T O | |
T Red L :

(1) Ldentify the participants by specific erade level (e.ge,prade 3, srade 9), Where several prades are
combined enter the last two digits of the component code,

(2) Tdentify the test used and year of publication (NAT-70,5DAT-74, Houghton Mifflin (10M3) Level 1 etce

(3) Number of participants in the activity.

(4) Mumber of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations,

(5) Mumber and percent of participants not tested and/st not analyzed,

(6) Specify all reasons why students vere not tested and/or analyzed, If any further jocumentation is
available, please attach to this form, If further space is neednd to erecify and explein data logs,
attach additional pages to this form.

(7) For each reason specified, provide a separate number count,
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The University of the State of MNew. York J
THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Buteau »f Urban and Cormunityv Programs Evaluation
B Albany, New York 12234
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e \ *TITLE I: B)E Function #09-654355
PRO&RAH ABSTRACT
The Childrens' Art Carnival Creafi;e Reading Program, a motivatioanl
program through the medium of art which was on its second year of Title I
funding in 1975-76, was designgd to‘scrvice 210 Title I eligible children'

in grades 2 to 5 who were at least one grade below in reading. The Program

was offered in two independent 18 wcek sessioms, each servicing three

[0

. _ groups of approximately 35 children from wix participating schools; P.S5.984,
P.5.,161M, and P.S.126BX in Fall 1975 and P.S.8BK;‘?.S.132M, and P,S5.161M
in Spring 1976, The children atternded workshops at the Art Carnival for
one hour on Tuesdays and Thursdays and received 45 minutes of reading
instruction from the reading specianlists at the school site on two other
days of the week. The bhasic goal of the Program was to ﬁelp the children
achieve mastery of selected instructional objectives based con individually
diagposed reading needs, which they failed prior to instruction,'as

- mezsured by a battery of criterion-referenced tests, the McGraw Hill:
Prescriptive Reading Inventory.

As o result cf participation in the Program, 35% of Crnde'3 and ~1%
“
of Grade 4, Fzll 1975; and 99% of Grades 2 & 3 and 97% of Grades 4 & 5,
- ‘ Soring 1976-participating children mastered from 3 to 10 PRI cobjectives,
Tixty-nine peraenS?69Z) of Grade 3, 64% of Grade 4, 67% of G;ades 2 & 3,
~d 837 of Grades 4 & 5 participating punils achieved ;O% to 1007 mastery
cf instructicnal objectives, The Program was carried out as ﬁescribed in
the Program Proposal. There was unanimous endorserment of the Tropram from

- a’rinistrntion, tgachers, staff, and collaborative persornncl, It is

recnrmended that the Program be recycled, eﬁpanded, and submifted for

'~ por o s

validntion for state and national dissemination under Title IV=C,"Prcovoms
h ]

that Work" at Albany, MNew Vork nn? Vaghincten DC for the foliowing schnol

. : ’
LA .

year,
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N.Y, STATE ERDUCATION DEPARTMENT

CLASSTIFICATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MASTERY
IN READIVG
Tor Use on Table 13

: : Code Iustructional Objective

PHONETIC ANALYSIS

2101° Letter Recognition

2102 Initial Consonants

2103 Medial Consonants

2104 Final Consonants and Blends

2105 Consonant Blends

2106 Vewrels:  Single Letters

2107 Vowels: More than one Letter

2108 Consonant Digraph

2109 filent Consonants, Hards and Soft C & G
2110 Rh:ming Words

STRUCTUIRAL ANALYSIS

2201 Cerpound tiords
2212 Contractions
2203 Endings
2204 Prefixes, Suffixes, Affixes
2205 Syllables
2206 Prenositions, Phrases
2207 Sentence Siructure
2208 Functuation
VOCABULARY
2301 Antonyms
2302 Honographs
2303 Homonynis
2304 Svnonyms
2305 Vor?! Meaning
2206 Hotiroryms
|
) COMPRENTENSTOH i
2401 Fantasy a2nd Reality
2°.02 Classifying
7403 Inferences, Cruse or Lifect
~304 Fac*z and Details
2405 Foldc. ing Directions
2404 Main Ideas
2407 ' Picture Clues
2408 Drawving Conclusions
24009 Sequzence
2410 Literarv Forms
2411 . Author's Purpose and Techniques
2412 Settins and Character Analysis
2413 Fipures of Speech, Idiems, Golloquialisms,atc.
241

Cemparisonz,tnajanices,fimiles,Yetaphors, cte.




13, Criterion Refaranced Tost (CRT) Results,

In the table below, enter the requested information about criterion referenced test results
used to evaluate the effectiveness of preprams in readinz and mathematics; particularly for these
of less than 60 hours durction, Use the Instructional Mastery codes aprended to this form

for those skills which the propram attempted to improve, Plezse provide data for cach test
used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary, ‘

Grade 3 = Ta1l 1975 (W34)

1' ; Fictest .. Losttest
Instrue- ! No. of Punii:  ‘iug of  NogiBi v,
Component tional | Publisher Level | Tupils  Pupils
Code 1Mszstery 1 ‘ ‘essine Failing | Trom From
Code : ] (1) (2) o (2) Coly (2)
: O o ] | | , P..cing Toiling &
6 0:3: 113,000 121102 MeGrav Hillippy lied | 25 ° 9 [ !
| . a .
| SRR | | '
6 0 & 1 3|9 0 1211ig pr no 0 14 3
! Pl , ! ! i
n l I '
6 0 5 139 0 2o 'q : noonn [ 1 4 ! i
1 e ! i
g l
60 2130000 plilgle i w w n 11 ] AR t IR
| P | T
" i ! !
b0 &1 13 010 2‘,1 07 ‘ Wy " 12 ! 22 |4 L0
i [ I ! ) |
| | i i
0 013 1131010 2’10!1! U L 22 : 12 3 ! 3
E . . ! Tf Lo * | ! !
60i3‘1!3}0=0 21'\10!'{! noonoon t 28 6 ) J ]
0 81 3009 Q I L 7 27 1 12
| .




13, Criterion heferenced Test (CRT) Results,

In the table below, enter the requested information about criterion referenced test results
* used to evaluate the effectiveness of prograns in reading and mather:tics; particularly for tf

of less than 60 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery codes znpended to this forx

for those skills which the progran attempted to improve, Ploase provide cata for each test

used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if nLCussary,

Crade 3 - Tall 1905 (continu ",

- PR ‘...4;..-,..-:..‘..-.;-;.;Tm-m——-ﬁl-)g.t-e-st«-‘- 2 i\C,,.IeSE -
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13, Criterica kefovencad Test (CaT) Results,

In the ta:le below, entor the req ted incrmstion about criterion referenced tact recults
used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in reading anc nathematics; particuiarly for those
of less than 60 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery Codes aprended to this Fovi

for those skills which the progv attemtad to improve, Please pravide Cata for each test
used and each level tested, Use additicnal shiets if nacessarys
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13, Criterioa Kefrrenced Test (CRT) Results,

In the table below, entur the rcquested informaticy about criterion referenced tost resuli:
used to evaluate the effectiveness of proerams in reading and mathematics; particularly for those
of less than 60 hours duration, Use the L. tcuctioral Mastery codes appended to this form

for those skills vhich the pro-~wi i - =ed to in-rive, Please provide data for cach test
used and each level tested, Use additirs.! cozuts if neescary,

Crade 4 - Fall 1675 (continved)
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»
13, Criterion Refors..~d 1ast (oo Teeniisy
In the tabls 1o, et e L1 afgeet ey ghout erdrerion refer mced test
results used to evaluaie Goow ol o ne S A Teadiig ard mathematics;
particularly for those of less tiua 80 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery
codes appended to this forn for t!~ce skills which tha pregram atteroted to improves
Please provide data for eacu tust uced ond cnch lovel tested, Use additicaal gheets
if necessary.
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13, Criteridn Referenced Test (CRT) Results,

In the table below, enter the requestr

used to evaluate the effectiveness of p . v = -

those of less than 60 hours duration, Us.

for those skills which the program ates ..
used qnd each level tested, Use additional ci:ot
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13, Criterica Referenced Test (CIT) Resuits, y
In the table below, citer the requested information about criterion referenced test results
used to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in reading and mathematicsy particularly for those
of less than 60 hours duration, Use the Instructional Mastery codes appended to-this’ forn
for those skills which the program attempted to improve, Please provide Jata for each test
used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary, -
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13, Critraon . feceacss Test | 27 Re.aliz

In th: table below entar :he “quested informitior about ~riterior rofeser A S len e
wsad to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in .erding and mathemu fe.p jarfetterin for ¥
of less than 60 hours dureidon, Use che instructional Mastary codes appenced cc thog .um

for those skills which the program attempted to improva, Mlease nrev Je dat» fior arch et

used and each level tested, Use addttional sheets if necessary,
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13, Criterion Referenced Tost (CRT) Rasults,

In the table belod, enter the requested information about criterion 1eferecced test results

of less than 60 holrs duration, Use the Instructional Mastery codes appended to this form

used to evaluate tﬁ;ieffectiveness of programs in reading andmathematics; particularly for those

for those skItls which the propram attempted to improve, Pleese provite data for esch test
used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary,

Grade 5 = Spring 1976 (contfiuuc?)
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